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LEADERSHIP  AND  MANAGEMENT 
COMMAND  PHILOSOPHY  VICE  EXECUTIVE  PHILOSOPHY 


CHAPTER  I 
INTRODUCTION 

Here  we  go  again,  the  age  old  leadership  versus  management  game. 
Hopefully,  I  can  approach  this  subject  from  a  slightly  different  angle  and 
add  some  new  perspectives.  Why  this  topic?  Haven’t  the  armed  services 
come  to  grip  with  this  topic?  I  say  we  have  not.  Leadership  is  the  very 
cornerstone  upon  which  the  services  build  their  force.  Ours  is  a  very 
unique  profession,  unlike  any  other,  and  we  need  to  remember  this  fact  in 
everything  we  do  or  attempt  to  accomplish.  Leadership  is  especially 
important  when  trying  to  attract  young  men  and  women  to  join  our 
volunteer  ranks.  How  we  are  viewed  by  our  society  will  determine  who 
will  want  to  serve  with  us  in  the  future. 

BACKGROUND 

This  project  will  look  at  the  similarities  that  exist  in  the  commercial 
executive  philosophy  of  management  and  the  philosophy  of  military 
leadership.  The  services  have  been  shifting  toward  the  management  aspect 
of  running  a  peacetime  force  vice  the  leadership  role.  In  this  transition,  the 
end  result  becomes  the  crucial  factor.  Leadership  skills  focus  on  people 
while  management  skills  focus  on  systems.  What  is  the  balance  between 
these  two  techniques?  What  tradeoffs ,  if  any,  are  necessary  between  the 
two  for  development  of  a  Command  Philosophy? 

For  the  purpose  of  this  study,  a  Command  Philosophy  is  simply  the 
theory  or  model  that  a  commander  uses  to  exercise  his/her  authority  to 


command.  Put  another  way,  a  command  philosophy  is  the  mental  set  of 
rules,  values  and  ethics  that  the  commander  uses  to  establish  his/her 
command  style.  Basically,  I  believe  a  commander  can  be  successful  in  the 
services  in  either  of  two  ways.  He  can  manage'  his  command,  or  he  can 
lead'  his  command,  I  prefer  the  latter. 

There  is  certainly  no  limit  to  the  amount  of  material  you  can  find  on 
the  subject  of  leadership  and  management.  Not  only  is  the  library  full  of 
material  but  every  author  is  an  expert  and  every  school  has  the  solution. 

The  problem  is  who  to  believe?  I  believe  the  services  have  to  stress 
leadership  subjects  more  and  management  subjects  less  if  we  are  to  attract 
and  keep  the  leaders  of  the  future  and  our  command  philosophies  must  be 
leadership  oriented.  This  does  not  mean  that  we  should  forget  about 
management,  for  it  also  has  a  place  in  our  command  philosophies  but  we 
must  recognize  that  the  two  terms  are  extremely  different  and  the  role  each 
has  to  play  is  different  in  creating  the  proper  environment. 

A  landmark  point  in  our  military  history  was  reached  in  the  1960‘s. 
The  services  were  forced  to  expand  rapidly  for  the  Vietnam  War  and 
technology  influenced  that  war  to  a  greater  extent  than  any  previous  war. 
"Systems "  became  important  and  military  leaders  had  to  adapt  to  "systems 
management". 

At  the  end  of  that  war,  the  United  States  was  left  with  broken  dreams 
and  the  military  would  never  be  the  same  again.  The  country's  leadership 
began  to  follow  industry  's  lead  and  the  military  took  on  many  of  the  forms 
of  executive  management.  The  watershed  was  reached  for  the  army  when 
the  book,  Crisis  in  Command  was  published  in  1978.(  1 )  The  army  had 
undergone  a  terrible  catharsis  between  1960  and  1973.  Not  only  had  it 
changed  in  size,  but  many  indicators  of  leadership  problems  existed  in  the 
force.  The  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army  recognized  this  problem  and  directed 
a  study  be  conducted  by  the  Army  War  College  on  the  state  of  the  Officer 
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Corps.  This  study,  later  called  The  Study  on  Military  Professionalism,  was 
so  worrisome  to  the  senior  Army  leadership  that  its  contents  were  restricted 
to  only  a  handful  of  senior  officers  and  filed  under  an  eyes  only'  heading.(2) 
The  interesting  thing  about  the  study  were  the  findings  spelled  out  for  the 
Army  leadership  to  take  heed.  The  study  is  extremely  long  and  I  will  quote 
only  portions  in  order  to  get  a  starting  point. 


"The  most  frequently  recurring  specific  themes 
describing  the  variance  between  ideal  and  actual 
standards  of  behavior  in  the  Officer  Corps  include: 
selfish,  promotion -oriented  behavior;  inadequate 
communication  between  junior  and  senior;  distorted 
or  dishonest  reporting  of  status,  statistics,  or  officer 
efficiency;  technical  or  managerial  incompetence; 
disregard  for  principles  but  total  respect  for 
accomplishing  even  the  most  trivial  mission  with 
zero  defects;  disloyalty  to  subordinates;  senior 
officers  setting  poor  standards  of  ethical  / 
professional  behavior.(3) 


The  quote  is  quite  an  indictment  of  the  Officer  Corps ,  its  ethical 
standards,  leadership  ability,  and  managerial  style.  The  report  went  on  to 
list  fifteen  major  items  that  were  wrong  including  the  following  comments: 


"The  communication  between  junior  and  senior 
is  inadequate;  the  junior  feels  neglected  and  the 
senior  is  often  out  of  touch  with  reality.  Junior 
officers  believe  that  lieutenant  colonels  and 
colonels  in  particular  do  not  listen  to  them;  they 

talk  "to"  rather  than  "with"  them . Variances 

between  ideal  and  actual  standards  are  condoned, 
if  not  engendered,  by  certain  Army  policies 
regarding  officer  evaluation,  selection  for  pro¬ 
motion,  career  concepts  and  assignment  policies, 
and  information  reporting  systems."(4) 
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The  report  recommended  changes  that  would  have  to  be  directed 
from  above  if  they  were  to  be  successful  since  it  was  widely  perceived  that 
the  Army  did  not  have  the  ability  to  fix  itself.  It  would  be  thirteen  years 
before  the  report  would  be  put  on  the  regular  shelves  of  the  War  College 
Library  for  distribution.  The  report  s  recommendations  included  training 
the  officer  corps  in  ethics,  testing  at  certain  levels  to  prove  competence, 
creating  a  new  officer  grade  of  senior  captain,  including  peer  ratings  in 
evaluations  and  changing  many  assignment  policies.  Some  of  the 
recommendations  were  adopted  and  later  brought  changes  in  the  promotion 
system  and  evaluation  system.  Some  recommendations  were  not  accepted 
for  adoption  and  the  report  was  shelved  for  a  decade. 

I  maintain  that  although  the  Army  has  corrected  some  of  the 
problems  expressed  in  the  War  College  Study,  it  still  has  problems  in 
leadership  and  shares  these  problems  with  its  sister  services  largely 
because  our  doctrine  continues  to  send  mixed  signals  to  our  junior  officers. 
The  problems  are  perpetuated  by  a  system  that  inadvertently  calls 
leadership  and  management  the  same  thing  and  continues  to  borrow"  too 
much  philosophy  from  the  civilian  business  style  of  management.  Our 
leadership  models  are  largely  borrowed  from  other  sources  and  fail  to  send 
the  right  message  to  our  junior  officers  on  what  is  expected  of  them  from 
our  unique  profession. 

Gabriel  had  some  insights  into  the  problem  when  he  wrote: 

"The  Army  had  begun  to  develop  and  adopt  a  new 
ethical  code  rooted  in  the  entrepreneurial  model 
of  the  modern  business  corporation.  The 
traditional  ethics  which  buttressed  the  code  of 
duty-honor-country  had  begun  to  weaken,  and  in 
their  place  the  military  officer  was  expected  to 
operate  within  a  code  of  ethics  drawn  largely  from 
the  practices  of  the  free-enterprise  marketplace... 
that  these  new  ethics  would,  ultimately,  encourage 
him  to  consider  his'  career  to  be  of  the  highest 
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personal  and  professional  importance  should  have 
surprised  no  one.(5) 

I  maintain  that  the  services  have  attacked  some  of  the  problems  well 
in  their  recent  approach  to  teaching  ethics  at  all  levels  in  our  service 
schools.  But.  part  of  the  problem  remains  because  two  of  our  primary 
reward  systems  do  not  sufficiently  emphasize  selfless  service.  The  two 
systems  to  which  I  refer  are  the  evaluation  system  and  the  promotion 
system. 

Somewhere  along  the  way  we  leaders  have  lost  control  of  our  basic 
professional  guidelines  that  make  us  different  from  other  professions  and 
jobs.  Gabriel  put  it  this  way: 

"...systems  analysis'  became  the  new  Army  buzz 
word",  and  officers  suddenly  became  concerned 
with  something  called  "career  management‘...The 
entrepreneurial  officer  and  the  ethics  which 
motivate  him  remain  one  of  the  major  problems 
afflicting  the  Army  officer  corps."’(6) 

That  we  allowed  ourselves  to  become  '  afflicted"  in  such  a  way  was  a  sad 
commentary  on  us  and  I  am  glad  we  have  finally  started  to  reverse  the 
trend.  We  can  bring  selfless  service  back  to  our  ranks  but  some  changes 
need  to  be  made.  First,  lest  I  be  misunderstood,  selfless  service  has  neve’ 
really  left  the  services  but  rather  has  been  suppressed  in  many  officers 
because  of  a  perceived  "system"  that  one  must  climb  to  be  successful.  We 
teach  our  officers  early  that  "they  are  the  best  managers  of  their  own 
career".  They  are  taught  to  seek  the  "right"  assignments,  the  assignments 
that  make  officers  generals.  When  captains  begin  to  worry  about  making 
general  instead  of  major,  perhaps  we  have  missed  the  target  on  professional 
growth. 

This  is  what  brought  Gabriel  to  his  final  conclusion  that:  "The 
American  officer  is  far  more  a  military  bureaucrat  than  he  is  a  combat 
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leader,  and  is  far  more  adept  at  mastering  the  imperatives  of  the  system 
that  provides  his  promotions  and  career  security  than  he  is  at  learning  and 
executing  the  imperatives  of  battle,  "(7) 

The  U.S.  Military  Academy  at  West  Point,  always  concerned  with  the 
state  of  leadership  in  the  Army,  published  a  new  text  in  198 1  dealing  with 
leadership  in  organizations.!  8)  The  summary  chapter  of  their  work 
contains  perhaps  the  very  ethic  of  military  leadership.  I  believe  it  gives  us 
a  good  starting  point  in  examining  the  subjects  of  leadership  and 
management. 

"The  leader  is  the  central  figure  in  establishing  and 
maintaining  the  ethical  climate  of  the  organization...The 
organizational  leader  influences  others  in  the  organization  in 
ways  besides  serving  as  a  model.  The  leader  also  controls 
rewards  and  punisnments  and  communicates  expectations 
concerning  ethical  standards  of  behavior  as  well  as 
performance  standards.  The  leader  influences 
organizational  socialization  processes  which  attempt  to 
impart  the  attitudes,  beliefs,  and  values  expected  of 
organizational  members....Loyalty  and  obedience, 
truth-telling,  promise-keeping,  respect  for  others  and  the 
preservation  of  human  life  are  among  the  values  central  to 
the  ethic  of  the  professional  officer  corps.  There  are 
frequent  conflicts  between  values  or  moral  obligations 
which  the  officer  must  resolve.  Among  the  most  vexing  are 
those  involving  loyalty  and  obedience  and  other  ethical 
principles,  especially  in  view  of  the  contemporary  nature  of 
the  profession  which  has  become  a  bureaucracy  with  values 
which  inherently  conflict  with  the  professional  ethic."(9) 
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Chapter  II 

How  Business  Trains  its  Leaders 
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A  good  general  statement  on  how  business  trains  its  leaders  is  to  say 
Business  Borrows’*  That  is,  few  businesses  set  up  their  own  schools  to  train 
leadership  and/or  management.  A  few  of  the  largest,  such  as  the  Disney 
Corporation,  may  be  exceptions,  but  the  majority  use  outside  sources. 
(Disney  declined  to  discuss  its  training  programs,  since  they  consider  such 
programs  private  and  not  for  public  viewHl). 

In  this  chapter,  I  will  explore  the  way  two  large  businesses  train  their 
managers.  These  businesses  permitted  inquiries  and  were  extremely 
helpful  in  providing  background  information  for  this  study.  The  first 
company,  a  subsidiary  of  United  Telephone  Company,  provides  telephone 
service  to  the  public.  During  my  interviews,  two  items  became  apparent 
immediately.  First,  most  of  their  training  is  called  management'  with 
leadership  occupying  a  small  part  of  the  spectrum.  Second,  providing  a 
reliable  service  in  order  to  make  a  monetary  profit  is  the  driving  force  in 
the  company. 

The  second  company  was  a  Nuclear  Power  Company  (GPU  Nuclear) 
whose  technical  training  program  was  quite  extensive  and  safety 
considerations  drove  most  of  the  training.  Management  training  was 
provided  by  independent  firms. 

The  driving  force  in  both  of  these  companies,  was  profitability  and 
return  on  investment  for  their  shareholders,  but  something  new  has  been 
added  to  these  corporate  giants;  both  had  written  policies,  values,  and  ethics 
that  the  companies  printed  and  distributed  to  all  employees  and 
shareholders. 

Neither  of  these  companies  professed  to  have  the  school  solution  to 
teaching  management  polices,  however,  examination  of  the  way  they  teach 
management  and  leadership  provided  important  information  for  my  study. 
Both  companies  borrowed  heavily  from  other  sources  for  leadership  and 
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management  training  with  internal  resources  focused  on  providing 
technical  training.  Both  companies  taught '  management'  and  considered 
leadership  a  subset  of  management.  The  United  Telephone  training 
manager  had  a  good  model  that  the  company  had  drawn  which  depicts  how 
they  view  leadership  and  management  within  their  training  program.(see 
figure  1,  next  page).  Two  major  distinctions  exist  between  the  way 
businesses  and  the  services  train  leadership  subjects.  Business  and 
management  schools  appear  to  teach  three  levels  of  management  which 
incorporates  leadership  into  each  level.  They  are  called  upper,  middle,  and 
lower  management  or  as  in  the  United  case;  executive,  manager,  and 
supervisor. 

The  services  generally  view  leadership  as  dominate  and 
management  skills  are  things  a  good  leader  uses  to  accomplish  his/her 
mission.  Leadership  is  then  divided  into  direct  or  indirect  depending  on  the 
level  of  involvement  by  the  leader. 

The  United  Telephone  model  implies  that  senior  managers  do  not 
have  to  be  good  leaders,  just  superior  managers.  Even  though  the  model 
recognizes  that  senior  executives  need  leadership  skills,  it  is  viewed  as  just 
another  quality  used  by  the  executive.  The  armed  services,  in  some  cases, 
reflect  this  distressing  trend.  The  idea  that  a  senior  leader  is  only  a 
manager  can  lead  to  the  kind  of  abuse  we  have  seen  in  major  stock  frauds 
and  unnecessary  death  in  the  case  of  the  services.  The  problem  revolves 
around  the  central  focus  of  ethics.  I  contend  that  managers  don’t  have'  to 
worry  about  ethics,  leaders  must’  worry  about  ethics.  People  don't  follow 
managers  to  their  deaths,  people  do  follow  leaders  to  their  deaths.  It  may 
seem  simple,  but  leadership  can  not  be  viewed  as  a  subset  of  management. 
When  that  happens,  the  ethics  of  monetary  gain  can  easily  become  the 
governing  ethics  of  the  military  leader,  a  big  mistake. 
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Figure  1 


•  LEVELS 
•  FUNCTIONS 

•  EFFECTIVENESS  CHARACTERISTICS 

RELATIVE  IMPORTANCE  GUIDE 
GREAT  tZZI 


MANAGEMENT  DIMENSIONS  COMPARING 


Effectiveness  Characteristics 

BP-  Brad  Perspective 

SV-  Strategic  View 

ES-  Environmental  Sensitivity 

L- Leadership 

F-  Flexibility 

AO- Action  Orientation 

RF-  Results  Focus 

IS-  Interpencnel  Sensitivity 
TC-  Technical  Competence 


Management  Functions 

1.  External  Awareness 

2.  Interpretation 

3.  Representation 
i 

5.  Work  Unit  Planning 

6.  Work  Unit  Guidance 
?.  Budgeting 

8.  Material  Resources  admin 

9.  Personnel  Management 

10.  Suservision 

11.  Work  Unit  Monitoring 
12  Program  Evaluation 


(Copied  from  Diagram  provided  by  Mr  Orlov,  United  Telephone  of 
Pennsylvania.  Training  Division.)  interviews  October  /November  1986. 


Perhaps  I  can  demonstrate  what  I  am  trying  to  say  a  different  way.  I 
agree  with  Richard  Gabrsl  that  in  the  1960's,  the  services  became 
enamored  with  the  business'  way  of  doing  things.  A  quick  review  of  some 
of  the  business  literature  being  written  at  that  time  will  demonstrate  this 
point.  One  such  text  written  in  1965  and  used  by  business  schools  was  Earl 
P.  Strong's  book, !  ianagement  Of  Business.  An  Introduction.  Several  quotes 
from  this  book  are  very  enlightening.  Mr.  Strong  contends  that  leaders  are 
of  different  types,  his  preference  runs  with  what  he  calls  the  goal-centered 
leader.(2)  This  leader  keeps  the  goal  of  the  business  as  his  ethic,  "Ethics  is 
not  a  set  of  rules  or  a  code  or  regulations  imposed  by  authority,  The  ethical 
man  is  one  who  sees  reality,  respects  it,  discloses  it,  and  fulfills  it.  (3)  I 
maintain  that  this  type  of  self  delusion  is  extremely  dangerous.  When  the 
manager  decides  that  ethics  and  reality  are  one  and  the  same,  then  its 
permissible  to  cheat  if  everyone  else  is  cheating.  Strong  continues: 

All  organizations  exist  to  provide  values  to  some 
segment  of  society.  The  values  may  be  economic, 
such  as  a  new  source  of  low  cost  lendable  funds. 

They  may  be  artistic,  such  as  a  new  form  of 
musical  reproduction  like  multiplex  stereo.  They 
may  be  intangible  and  social,  such  as  a  recreational 
center,  or  tangible  and  basic  to  survival,  such  as 
food,  shelter,  and  clothing.  Only  by  keeping  in 
touch  with  the  shifting  value  systems  of  customers 
can  any  organization  assure  its  survival.(4) 

It  is  not  difficult  to  see  where  a  leader  could  go  wrong  following  such 
advice.  In  Strong's  world,  whatever  will  sell  is  the  ethic  of  the  day. 

United  Telephone's  rating  system  is  an  excellent  example  of  the 
business  view  of  management  (see  figure  la).  The  rating  form  is  almost 
structure  free,  allowing  the  manager'  complete  freedom  in  establishing  the 
goals  and  the  levels  of  performance.  Ethics  are  not  mentioned. 


-12- 


Figure  la. 
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GPU  Nuclear  has  a  different  problem  in  teaching  leadership  and 
management.  It  sells  a  product,  electricity,  but  it  also  has  an  very  large 
ethical  problem  to  deal  with,  that  of  safety  because  of  the  potential  danger  to 
society  if  something  goes  wrong.  Therefore,  environmental  safety  becomes 
the  company's  number  one  ethic  while  producing  safe  power,  and  making  a 
profit.  The  company  has  an  impressive  training  facility  and  technical 
training  is  continuous  and  extensive.  Leadership  and  management  training 
are  imported  from  other  companies  who  specialize  in  such  training.  They 
use  Senn-Delaney  Leadership  Programs  Inc.  extensively  and  send  many 
corporate  executives  to  their  training  programs.  Senn  -Delaney  Inc., 
basically  offers  people  oriented  training  programs.  They  promote/teach 
group  problem  solving  techniques.  They  stress  teamwork  and  leadership 
together.  One  of  their  basic  models  is  shown  on  page  15,  as  figure  2.  A 
quote  from  the  beginning  pages  of  their  course  book  will  serve  to  show  their 
approach. 

Management  is  a  complex  profession  requiring 
the  constant  use  of  a  myriad  of  technical,  business, 
and  people  skills.  Of  all  these  important  skills,  the 
ones  we  take  most  for  granted,  and  spend  the  least 
time  truly  perfecting,  are  the  people  skills.  In 
reality,  because  management  is  more  an  art  than 
science,  a  majority  of  a  manager  s  time  involves 
dealing  with  people  and  feelings,  not  charts, 
graphs,  and  reports. 

The  social  changes  brought  about  during  the 
60  s,  as  well  as  the  technological  changes  of  the 
70  s  and  80  s  have  created  an  environment  within 
organizations  that  is  far  different  from  the 
traditional'  organization.  In  the  words  of  one 
expert,  employees  are  no  longer  driven  by  the 
WORK  ETHIC',  but  now  seem  to  be  motivated  by 
a  WORTH  ETHIC'.  In  essence,  effective 
management  is  no  longer  a  result  of  AUTHORITY 
POWER,  but  is  being  replaced  by  RELATIONSHIP 
POWER.  "(5) 
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The  Senn-Delaney  model 
from 

The  Changing  World  of  Management  and  Leadership 


AUTHORITY  POWER 

RELATIONSHIP  POWER 

Manage  People 

Manage  Tasks 

Goals  Set  By  Boss 

Goals  Set  By  Group 

Top-Down  Commo 

Network  Commo 

Allocation  Of  Resources 

Allocation  Of  Resources 

Position 

By  Priority  Of  Goal 

Performance  Is  Evaluated 

Performance  is  Coached 

Problem  Orientation 

Solution  Orientation 

Individual  Accountability 

Group  Accountability 

Figure  2 


(copied  from  Sean-Delaney  Leadership  Programs.  HandboofcSlSO  C. 
Pacific  Coast  Highway.  Suite  360,  Long  Beech,  California  90601,1967) 
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The  problem  with  this  approach,  is  that  numerous  sessions  are 
required  to  insure  that  everyone  is  in  sync'  with  the  company  goals.  Many 
good  thoughts  are  discussed,  but  little  is  transferable  to  the  military, 

GPU  follows  the  same  three  tier  approach  that  most  management 
courses  advocate  of  upper,  middle  and  lower  management.  They  call  them 
first  level,  second  level,  and  higher  positions  of  management.  All  leadership 
training  is  imported  from  Senn-Delaney  or  similar  firms. 

Another  Leadership  and  management  consultant  used  by  both 
business  and  the  military  is  the  Center  For  Creative  Leadership,  in 
Greensboro,  North  Carolina.  This  organization  uses  many  models  to  depict 
leadership  and  management  and  appears  to  favor  the  more  scientific 
approach  to  leadership  subjects.  They  view  leaders  in  three  dimensions, 
the  systems  leader,  the  integrative  leader,  and  the  direct  leader.  A  look  at 
their  leader  continuum  gives  a  clear  view  of  their  approach. 


LEADERSHIP  CONTINUIM:  From  a  course 


taught  at  the  Center  For  Creative 


Leadership,  Greensboro,  N.C.  1989 


( figure  3 ) 
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The  Center  For  Creative  Leadership  has  combined  many  of  the 
corporate  and  military  models  in  dealing  with  leadership.  It  also  uses 
military  expert  leaders  (retired  US  military)  as  corporate  executives. 

One  other  source  that  business  uses  to  teach  leadership  and 
management  is  the  current  thought  of  the  various  graduate  colleges  and 
universities  throughout  the  United  States  and  the  world.  The  theories  are 
endless  and  the  experts'  abundant.  But  the  bottom  line  appears  to  remain 
the  same,  business  considers  management  supreme  and  leadership  is  just  a 
tool  the  manager  needs  to  know  how  to  employ  people. 

Business  appears  to  do  one  thing  better  than  the  services  and  that  is 
to  teach  the  right  things  to  the  right  level.  Training  programs  are  tailored 
to  suit  the  target  audience  and  very  few  general'  type  course  are  taught  to 
all  supervisors.  Technical  skills  are  carefully  taught  and  emphasized  at  all 
levels  and  not  every  manager  follows  the  same  mold.  Different  paths  to 
success  are  allowed  and  not  everyone  is  expected  to  climb  the  corporate 
ladder  the  same,  if  they  climb  it  at  all.  There  is  no  requirement  to  move  up' 
the  corporate  ladder  in  order  to  survive.  Therefore,  there  is  no  perceived 
threat'  to  employees  to  get  promoted  or  leave  the  company.  Since 
employees  are  not  required  to  move  upward,  training  is  planned  to  enhance 
their  present  skills  to  make  them  more  productive  in  their  present  positions. 
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The  Military  has  reviewed  Leadership  and  Management  instruction 
since  Richard  Gabriel's  book,  Crisis  in  Command,  first  appeared.  Both  the 
Army  and  the  Air  Force  have  revised  their  texts  on  the  subjects  and  the 
Army  created  the  Center  For  Army  Leadership  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas 
in  1983.  (The  Army  and  Air  Force  were  chosen  as  study  subjects  because 
their  training  schools  are  very  similar;  the  Navy  was  not  studied.) 

Most  of  the  basic  Field  Manuals  on  the  subjects  have  been  revised  and 
ethics  has  been  incorporated  into  the  program  of  instruction  at  both  the 
Command  and  Staff  school  level  and  the  War  College  level. 

If  all  this  revision  has  been  done,  then  what;  if  anything,  needs  to  be 
changed?  The  most  important  thing  that  needs  to  be  recognized  by  all 
services,  is  that  leadership  and  management  are  not  the  same.  The  services 
continue  to  talk  about  the  two  subjects  as  if  they  were  the  same.  Leadership 
is  the  process  by  which  a  soldier  influences  others  to  accomplish  the  mission. 
He  carries  out  this  process  by  applying  his  leadership  attributes:  beliefs, 
values,  ethics,  character,  knowledge,  and  skills.(  1 )  It  is  much  more  difficult 
to  find  a  truly  good  definition  of  management  because  most  texts  use  the 
terms  management  and  leadership  interchangeably.  FM  22-103  has  a  good 
definition  when  it  states  that  management "  is  a  set  of  activities  or  behaviors 
performed  by  those  in  senior  positions  to  acquire,  direct,  integrate,  or 
allocate  resources  to  accomplish  goals  and  tasks. "(2) 

Management  then,  is  simply  a  skill  that  a  good  leader  should  acquire 
in  order  to  be  successful.  Why  is  it  important  that  we  recognize  the 
difference  between  the  terms?  I  believe  it  is  important  because  the  ethics 
which  drive  the  two  terms  can  be  completely  different.  Just  as  Strong  wrote 
that  business  ethics  are  simply  the  reality  of  the  day,  military  ethics  don't 
change  with  the  profit  cycle.  Duty,  Honor,  Country  may  seem  trite  to  some 
observers,  but  they  remain  the  cornerstone  of  all  we  in  the  military  hold 
dear.  Without  the  proper  ethical  code,  the  mil i' ary  leader  can  become  the 
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business  manager  where  systems'  rule,  budgets  plan,  men  organize,  and 
people  can  fall  by  the  wayside.  Business  itself  has  recognized  this,  and  is 
attempting  to  fix  its  problem  by  importing  short  courses  on  Teamwork’, 
Teambuilding1,  Business  Ethics',  and  Systems  Leadership'^) 

The  new  military  manuals  on  leadership  help  us  toward  the  goal  of 
better  understanding  for  our  junior  leaders.  Filled  with  case  studies  and 
examples,  both  the  Air  Force  and  Army  schools  have  switched  to  the  new 
texts.  But  I  believe  we  can  do  better. 

In  the  most  recent  publication  of  Army  Command  And  Management; 
Theory  And  Practice,  a  reference  text  for  the  Department  of  Command, 
Leadership,  and  Management  at  the  Army  War  College,  the  Army  once  again 
confuses  the  issue  in  the  first  chapter.  The  text  states  “ 

Command,  leadership,  and  management  form  the 
basis  of  the  text.  There  is  no  real  attempt  made  to 
differentiate  between  terms.  Articles  sometimes 
appear  in  magazines  and  journals  that  attempt  to 
draw  distinctions  between  the  terms,  but  without 
much  success.  The  terms  can  be  defined  well  only 
in  relation  to  specific  acts  and  under  certain 
conditions.  The  Army  requires  people  who  are 
commanders,  leaders,  managers,  under  the  same 
skin,  and  when  they  act.  it  is  the  function 
performed  that  is  important  -  not  the  label.  It  does 
not  make  any  difference  whether  it  is  called 
command,  leadership,  or  management  as  long  as 
the  function  performed  accomplishes  the  objective 
effectively  and  efficiently.  "(4) 

I  would  paraphrase  that  last  sentence  as  the  end  justifies  the  means'.  A 
pretty  dangerous  route  for  a  soldier/leader. 

One  of  the  best  military  articles  on  the  subject  of  leadership  and 
management  was  recently  published  by  Mitchell  M.  Zais  in  a  Technical 
Report  at  DLA  and  contains  his  model  for  depicting  the  difference  between 
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leadership  and  management  and  how  they  interact,  (see  figure  4,  below). 

Zais  major  contribution  is  in  depicting  the  relationship  between  leadership 
and  management  and  how  they  are  used  by  a  commander  in  an  organization. 


Leadership  (L) 

Dependent  upon  the 
affective,  emotional 
feeling  of  the  follower 
for  the  leader  which 
determines  the  leader's 
ability  to  inculcate 
values  and  standards 
of  performance. 


Management  (II) 


L  &  M  \  Cognitive  intellectual 

abilities  to  plan^chedule 
budget,  organize,  etc., 
independent  of  any 

relationship  with 
subordinates. 


Inoorporttts 
cogaitivttad 
ttttcttw  tsptets 
in  directing  sup¬ 
ervising  end  coo- 
trolling  th»  set 
ivitiss  oi  sub- 
ordinstvs 


Figure  2.  Leadership  and  management  as  separate  domains  and 
the  region  of  overtop  including  aspects  of  both 
(Zais,  1982a.  p.  53). 


FIGURE  4 

(copied  from  Zais,  Mitchell  M.,  Generalship  and  The  Art  of  Senior 
Command:  historical  &  s^entlfic  perspectives..  Technical  Report, 
DTIC,  DLA,  Alexandria,  Va.,  May  85.) 
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Mitchell  Zais  points  out  that  it's  important  to  realize  that  leadership  is 
not  results,  results  come  about  when  good  management  and  other  factors 
such  as  characteristics  of  subordinates,  is  applied  to  the  leadership  process. 
His  next  model  puts  the  idea  together  with  Commandership  to  form  an 
overall  method  of  command,  (sec  figure  5,  below). 


Figure  3.  Commandership  and  its  relationship  to  leadership  and 
management  Commandership  includes  all  aspects  of 
leadership  and  management.  However,  the  commander’s 
focus  is  on  the  organization  as  a  whole  instead  of  ind¬ 
ividuals  and  things.  The  perspective  of  commandership 
shifts  from  analytic  cause-effect  to  one  of  synthesis  and 
integration.  The  commander  must  contend  with  increas¬ 
ingly  complex  issues  and  organizational  systems  (Zais, 
1982a,  p.53). 


FIGURE  5 


(Copied  from  Zais,  Mitchell  M.,  Generalship  and  The  Art  of  Senior 
fomfriatiA  historical  and  scientific  perspectives..  Technical  Re  - 
port,  Atlt,  LiLA,  Alexandria,  Va. ,  May  85) 
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The  US  Air  Force  s  latest  publication  of  AU-24,  Concents  For  Air 
Force  Leadership  is  an  excellent  combination  of  articles  written  by  various 
authors  with  various  viewpoints  about  leadership.  The  lack  of  a  clear 
separation  between  leadership  and  management  in  previous  military  texts, 
and  the  need  for  continued  emphasis  on  ethics  have  been  major  shortcomings 
in  previous  training  literature. 

The  following  Wheel'  model  from  FM  22-103  is  an  excellent  way  to 
depict  Senior  Level  Leadership,  (see  figure  6,  below). 


CHALLENGE:  Requirements,  Characteristics,  &  Tasks. 

VISION:  Attributes,  Imperatives,  &  Perspectives. 

ETHICS:  Foundations,  Responsibilities,  &  Moral  Toughness. 

SKILLS:  Conceptual,  Competency,  Communications. 

PROCESSES:  Command,  Control  leadership,  &  Management. 
ORGANIZATION:  Characteristics,  Components,  &  Building  Teams. 

( copied  from  FM  22*103,  Department  of  the  Army,  June  1987) 

Figure  6 


Senior  leadership  instruction  at  Ft.  Leavenworth  has  been  greatly 
improved  by  using  FM  22-103,  The  wheel  model  is  used  as  the  backbone  for 
FM  22-103  and  each  spoke  of  the  wheel  is  used  as  a  chapter  title.  The 
school  house  appears  to  have  tackled  the  tough  job  of  teaching  future 
leaders  using  solid  concepts  and  clear  models.  The  field  force  must  now 
improve  the  incentive  systems,  such  as  the  promotion  system  and  the 
evaluation  system  so  as  to  mold  the  desired  leaders  for  the  future  using  the 
principles  learned  through  the  leadership  models. 


-25- 


ENDNOTES 


1. FM  22-100,  p.5 

2,  FM  22-103,  p.44, 

3.  Management  Courses  offered  by  Senn  Delaney  Inc,  and 
The  Center  For  Creative  Leadership. 
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Chapter  IV 

Leadership  and  Management  in  the  Future 
Recommended  Changes??? 
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If  business  borrows  from  all  sources,  and  the  military  services  are 
improving,  then  where  do  we  go  from  here?  In  this  chapter,  I  will  put 
forth  my  ideas  on  how  the  Army  can  benefit  from  business  training  and 
what  I  believe  I  have  learned  from  a  six  month  study  of  these  two 
complicated  subjects  called  leadership  and  management.  I  do  not  pretend  to 
have  all  the  answers,  but  a  few  suggestions  will  be  put  forth  in  the  spirit  of 
constructive  criticism  on  how  we  might  better  teach  our  junior  leaders  of 
tomorrow. 

Business  will  have  to  take  care  of  itself,  and  will  through  expeditious 
use  of  both  current  college  thought  and  the  gains  made  by  private  consulting 
firms.  Both  firms  that  I  dealt  with  were  extremely  professional  and 
concerned  with  the  proper  development  of  their  leaders  at  all  levels.  They 
borrowed  heavily  from  consulting  firms  because  it  was  cost  effective. 

The  military  services  have  a  different  problem.  Our  leaders  are 
grown  and  nurtured  to  do  what  many  feel  is  unthinkable  in  peacetime:  to 
wage  war  against  an  armed  enemy  and  win.  Therefore,  the  real  success  for 
our  leader  is  not  a  profit  and  loss  statement  but  rather  the  skills  and  ethics 
to  insure  that  the  ultimate  loss  of  life  paid  was  required  to  maintain/restore 
the  peace.  Therefore,  we  need  to  continue  to  stress  ethics  when  teaching 
leadership  subjects  and  we  need  to  separate  current  leadership  thought  and 
management  thought,  while  continuing  to  teach  both. 

As  part  of  this  study,  an  opinion  survey  questionnaire  was  administered 
to  the  resident  Army  War  College  class  of  1989.  This  survey  (see  appendix 
A)  asked  questions  similar  to  those  in  1970  that  were  asked  in  the  Study  On 
Military  Professionalism.  The  responses  were  generally  more  favorable 
than  those  given  by  members  of  the  same  year  groups  in  1970.  The  recent 
survey  suggests  that  present  senior  leaders  are  generally  pleased  with  the 
leadership  environment  with  minor  suggestions/comments  The  1989 
survey  will  be  referenced  in  this  chapter  when  discussing  particular 
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recommendations  for  improvements  in  leadership  systems. 

We  can  begin  by  recognizing  that  there  are  really  three  parts  to  the 
leader  model,  Zais's  model  with  one  addition,  would  lend  itself  well  to  this 
purpose,  I  propose  we  stress  leadership,  management,  and  professional 
competence  as  our  three  governing  factors  in  the  development  of  the 
successful  leader.  The  model  would  then  look  like  the  one  in  figure  7, below. 


ARMY  OFFICER  LEADERSHIP  MODEL 
(PROPOSED) 

FIG.  7 


It  would  likewise  follow,  that  the  commandership  model  would  look  like  the 
one  in  figure  8,  (next  page) 
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THE  OFFICER  COMMAND  MODEL 
(Proposed) 

Fig.  8 


Using  these  two  models,  we  should  put  equal  emphasis  on  these 
subjects  in  our  service  schools  and  in  c  jr  operating/evaluation  systems. 
Technical  proficiency,  the  backbone  of  professional  competence,  once 
taught,  should  also  be  evaluated.  It  is  evaluated  well  in  the  enlisted  ranks, 
but  poorly  in  the  officer  ranks.  We  are  long  overdue  for  an  officer 
proficiency  test  that  an  officer  would  be  required  to  pass  in  his/her  basic 
branch.  The  test  should  be  administered  every  one  or  two  years  through  the 
grade  of  lieutenant  colonel. 

The  current  score  should  be  a  matter  of  record  on  the  Officer  Record 
Brief  (ORB)  and  should  be  shown  to  promotion  and  selection  boards.  The 
test  should  be  designed  to  cover  very  basic  technical  and  tactical  skills  and 
should  be  related  to  grade,  ie.  company  grade,  or  field  grade.  The  school 
proponent  for  each  branch  would  be  required  to  design  the  tests,  provide 
the  study  material,  and  the  chain  of  command  would  do  the  testing  just  as  in 
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the  enlisted  skill  qualification  test.  We  have  long  talked  of  such  tests,  but 
little  action  has  been  seen  in  the  execution  of  such  a  program. 

Leadership  and  management  training  must  be  clearly  separated  in  our 
military  school  system.  I  suggest  that  departmental  names  such  as  The 
Department  of  Leadership  and  Management'  be  avoided  and  that  the 
military  use  the  Department  of  Command'  instead.  This  prevents  any 
confusion  about  the  terms  and  allows  more  flexibility  in  teaching  subjects 
related  to  command.  Leadership  instruction  should  continue  to  stress  ethics, 
values,  responsibility  and  integrity  using  historical  and  current  case  studies 
as  the  vehicle  of  learning. 

Management  training  instruction  should  emphasize  skills'  needed  to 
enhance  unit  operations.  It  may  be  a  very  subtle  difference,  but  very 
important  to  student  development.  The  texts  and  field  manuals  are  on  the 
right  track,  it  is  now  up  to  the  field  army  to  enhance  training  received  at  the 
schools  through  reinforcement  training  in  the  unit. 

A  senior  level  management  school  for  general  officers  is  also  needed. 
Since  generals  create  the  command  climate  at  installation  level,  there  should 
be  a  leadership/management  course  that  they  are  required  to  complete  in 
order  to  command  such  installations,! The  Installation  Management  Course 
offered  by  TRADOC  is  too  short  and  geared  to  full  colonels).  Such  courses 
exist  in  the  corporate  community  at  the  executive  level. 

Lastly,  our  military  career  management  systems  need  some  slight 
revision  to  support  our  leader  model.  The  entire  up  or  out  program  needs  to 
have  a  serious  relook.  This  one  process,  more  than  any  other,  causes  as 
many  problems  as  it  solves.  Although  it  provides  incentive  to  produce,  it  also 
promotes  some  to  levels  of  their  own  incompetence  because  it  requires 
promotion  for  some  people  who  would  do  better  to  remain  in  the  lower 
grade.  The  goal  becomes  the  next  grade  instead  of  improvement  in  tactical 
skill  or  technical  proficiency.  The  War  College  Study  on  Professionalism  in 
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the  Army  recommended  a  new  grade  called  Senior  Captain  be  added  to  the 
rank  structure.(l)  This  grade  could  serve  as  a  plateau  for  those  desiring  to 
remain  as  company  commanders  but  had  no  desire  to  go  on  to  senior  level 
staff  positions.  There  is  some  merit  in  such  an  idea. 

Many  personnel  managers  believe  that  you  must  have  an  up  or  out 
system  in  order  to  make  room  at  the  bottom  for  new  leaders.  My  interviews 
with  trainers  in  the  corporate  sector  were  particularly  interesting  in  this 
area.  Some  felt  that  the  up  or  out'  philosophy  hurt  productivity  while  the 
others  felt  that  up  or  out  helped  keep  an  organization  fresh.  I  would  not 
advocate  the  complete  elimination  of  such  a  system,  but  merely  some 
changes  to  it  to  provide  for  some  security  among  the  company  grade 
officers.  Captains  whose  rating  officer  felt  that  they  were  competent  at  their 
current  level  but  not  ready  for  promotion  could  be  given  tenure  so  to  speak 
to  20  years  as  long  as  they  maintained  proficiency.  They  should  be  told  at 
the  time  of  their  first  nonselection  to  major,  that  promotion  might  not  occur, 
but  that  they  could  continue  to  compete  or  leave  the  service  (up  to  20  years) 
at  their  discretion,  assuming  they  maintained  proficiency.  The'  i  ?  or  out’ 
system  for  field  grade  officers  should  continue  under  present  rules.  One 
comment  received  on  my  leadership  survey  administered  to  the  TRADOC 
Pre-command  Course  indicated  that  up  or  out'  needs  to  be  more  severe 
when  dealing  with  colonels  who  become  bitter  when  not  promoted  to 
Brigadier  General,(see  Survey  Comments,  Appendix  1). 

The  officer  evaluation  system  should  be  revised  to  evaluate  the  three 
tenets  of  the  leader  model.  The  current  OER  is  considered  adequate  by 
most  officers  at  the  senior  rater  level,  but  questionably  effective  at  the  rater 
level, (  see  Opinion  Questionnaire,  Appendix  1 ).  It  should  be  modified  to 
eliminate  the  current  performance  comments  block  (Part  V,c.)  narrative  of 
the  rater  and  insert  instead  several  check  the  box  questions  on  ethics, 
technical  ability  and  tactical  proficiency.  These  questions  should  require 
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the  rater  to  rate  the  rated  officer  as :  superior,  above  average,  average,  or 
below  average  in  each  area  and  require  senior  rater  agreement  before 
allowing  a  superior  rating. 

One  question  should  be  added  regarding  selfless  service.  We  must 
rate  and  evaluate  what  we  say  is  important.  Responses  from  the  recent 
questionnaire  given  to  War  College  students  and  opinions  of  senior  officers 
attending  the  TRADOC  Pre-Command  Course  still  indicate  a  feeling  among 
leaders  that  ticket  punching  is  still  alive  as  opposed  to  selfless  service, 
(Annex  A).  The  only  way  to  correct  this  perception  in  the  officer  corps  is 
through  changes  to  the  system  that  require  competence,  evaluate  that 
competence,  and  require  ethical  conduct  in  all  we  do  as  leaders. 

Both  the  Army  and  Air  Force  have  taken  steps  to  create  a  proponent 
for  leadership  subjects  but  in  both  cases,  other  agencies  continue  to  publish 
material  that  confuses  the  issue.  These  proponents  must  get  a  handle  on 
leadership  material  for  their  respective  service  and  prevent  any  other 
agency  from  establishing  doctrine  without  proponent  approval.  This  will 
prevent  confusion  such  as  exists  between  publications  on  whether  or  not 
management  and  leadership  are  one  and  the  same  thing. 

The  survey  at  Appendix  A,  must  be  viewed  realistically.  By  this  I 
mean  that  the  people  responding  are  the  leaders  of  today's  Army.  They  are 
the  successful  officers  from  the  1960-70  s.  It  is  unlikely  that  they  would  see 
their  leader  roles  as  anything  but  successful  and  optimistic.  Why  then  did  I 
give  the  survey?  Because  officers  of  these  year  groups  were  the  very  same 
ones  surveyed  in  1970  that  were  so  pessimistic  at  the  time. 

A  concise  listing  of  six  recommendations  follows.  These  ideas  are  the 
result  of  my  six  month  study  in  this  area.  These  are  by  no  means  the  only 
answers  to  any  of  our  leadership  problems,  real  or  perceived,  but  I  maintain 
they  will  provide  a  good  base  point  to  correct  what  I  fear  is  leading  the 
military  services  too  far  astray  from  our  basic  military  ethics  and  values. 
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We  must  present  our  training  in  such  a  way  that  it  is  clear  to  every 
potential  officer  that  leadership  is  the  goal  of  every  officer  and  that  he/she 
must  be  technically  proficient  and  ethically  grounded  in  our  military  ethic. 

LISTED  RECOMMENDATIONS 


1.  Ensure  leadership  and  management  continue  to  be  taught  as 
separate  subjects  and  that  leadership  play  the  dominant  role. 

2.  Ensure  that  ethics  continue  to  play  a  dominant  role  in  the 
instruction  at  all  service  schools  since  it  is  the  backbone  of  good 
leadership. 

3.  Reconsider  the  recommendation  of  the  War  College  Study  Group  of 
1970  to  allow  a  more  secure  position  such  as  senior  captain  be 

added  to  the  up  or  out'  system  to  allow  deserving  captains  a 
chance  at  tenure  to  20  years. 

4.  Change  the  rater  portion  of  the  current  OER  to  include  several 
questions  that  must  be  answered  by  the  rater  on  proficiency. 
Example  questions  would  look  as  follows: 


a.  This  officer’s  knowledge  in  his/her  assigned  field  is: 
superior  -  above  average  -  average  -  below  average 


Sr  Rater: 
agrees/disagrees 


b.  This  officer's  selfless  service  and  integrity  is: 
superior  -  above  average  -  average  -  below  average 


Sr  Rater: 
agrees/disagrees 


c.  This  officer’s  leadership  ability  over  peers  is: 
superior  -  above  average  -  average-  below  average 


Sr  Rater: 
agrees/disagrees 


d.  This  officers  accomplishments  this  period  are: 
superior  -  above  average  -  average  -  below  average 


Sr  Rater: 
agrees/disagrees 


5.  Create  an  effective  testing  instrument  to  be  administered  to  each 
officer  through  the  grade  of  LTC  every  one  or  two  years  to  insure  a 
basic  level  of  military  competence.  Ensure  the  score  of  such  a  test 
be  displayed  in  the  official  record  of  each  officer  and  be  made 
available  to  promotion  and  selection  boards.  School  proponents  for 
each  branch  would  have  the  lead  on  establishing  the  tests  and 
providing  materials. 

6.  Create  a  course  on  installation  management  for  flag  officers.  This 
course  should  be  attended  by  each  flag  officer  before  assuming 
command  of  a  military  installation. 
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Twenty  years  is  a  long  time  and  how  our  perspective  changes!  Have 
we  changed  as  much  as  we  think?  Do  our  young  officers  see  us  differently? 

I  leave  those  questions  for  someone  else's  study.  I  was  a  part  of  the  1973 
follow-up  study,  a  young  brash  captain,  brought  from  Ft  Benning  to  talk 
with  a  seminar  group  at  the  War  College,  Little  did  I  know  then  that  I 
would  be  one  of  those  senior  leaders’  we  were  quick  to  criticize.  So;  we 
must  never  stop  looking  for  better  systems',  better  solutions',  and  better 
leaders'  since  the  legacy  we  seek  to  leave  is  what  we  will  make  ourselves. 

Leadership  is,  and  must  remain,  our  number  one  priority  in  developing 
the  officers  of  the  future.  Our  leadership  publications  must  reflect  the 
importance  of  our  basic  ethics,  and  our  commitment  to  proficiency  in  our 
duties.  We  can  not  afford  to  manage  our  way  into  the  future. 
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ENDNOTES 


1,  The  U.S.  Army  War  College,  Study  on  Military  Professionalism,  p.  49. 
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APPENDIX  I 

The  Survey  Instrument  (Questionnaire) 


Leadership/Management  Questionnaire 
Military  Study  Project 
U.S.  Army  War  College 
Carlisle  Barracks 
1988-1989 
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Leadership/Management  Questionnaire 
Military  Study  Project 
U.S.  Army  War  College 
Carlisle  Barracks 
1988-89 

The  following  Questionnaire  is  being  used  to  gather  voluntary  information  and 
opinion  anonymously  from  senior  leaders  on  the  state  of  leadership  and  management 
training  in  today’s  Armed  Forces.  THIS  IS  AN  OPINION  SURVEY  ONLY.  Several 
questions  concern  the  state  of  professionalism  in  today's  force  as  perceived  by  senior 
leaders.  If  more  space  is  required  to  illustrate  a  point,  please  feel  free  to  use  the  back 
of  the  questionnaire  to  comment. 

(percentages  have  been  added  reflecting  answers) 
Please  oUffOlllB  the  word  or  phrase  you  feel  is  the  on£  best  answer  to  the  question. 

1.  I  am: 

a.  a  Major  (07* ) 

*  b.  a  Lieutenant  Colonel  (79.7% ) 

c.  a  Colonel  (18.9%) 

d.  a  General  (1.4%) 

2.  I  am: 

*  a.  a  Combat  Arms  Officer  (50.3) 

b.  a  Combat  Support  Officer  (23.1%) 

c.  a  Combat  Service  Support  Officer  (26.6% ) 

3.  As  compared  to  the  Army  of  1965-1970,  today  s  Army  leaders  are: 

a.  Much  worse  (0% ) 

b.  Worse.  (4.2%) 

c.  Same  (8.4% ) 

*  d.  Better  (55.9%) 

e.  Much  better  (31.5%) 

4.  Ethical  conduct  among  my  peers  is: 

a.  Very  bad  (0%) 

b.  Bad  (2.1%) 

c.  Neither  good  nor  bad  (8.4% ) 

*  d.  Good  (68.5%) 

e.  Very  good  (21%) 

5.  If  given  a  choice,  I  would  consider  : 

a.  Leadership  a  part  of  management.  (8.4%) 

*  b.  Management  a  part  of  leadership.  (65.7%) 

c.  Leadership  and  management  as  separate  subjects.  (25.9%) 


6.  The  current  OER  evaluates  officers  on  proficiency  of  tasks  completed.  How 
well  does  the  current  OER  evaluate  officers  on  proficiency  of  tasks? 

a.  Very  badly  (1.4%) 

b.  Badly  (12.6%) 

c.  Neither  Bad  nor  good  (25.2% ) 

*  d.  Good  (57.3%) 

e.  Very  good  (3.5% ) 


7.  The  current  OER  does  a  good  job  in  evaluating  an  officer  from  a  rater's 
viewpoint. 

a.  Strongly  disagree  (5.6%) 

b.  Disagree  (16.1%) 

c.  Neutral  (10.5%) 

*  d.  Agree  (62.2% ) 

e.  Strongly  agree  (5.6%) 


8.  The  current  OER  does  a  good  job  in  evaluating  <m  officer  from  a  senior 
rater  s  viewpoint. 

a.  Strongly  disagree  (3.5%) 

b.  Disagree  (9.1%) 

c.  Neutral  (6.3%) 

*  d.  Agree  (61.5%) 

e.  Strongly  Agree  (18.9%) 


9,  Senior  Leaders  (MAJ  and  above)  are: 

*  a.  basically  selfless',  (ie.  consider  what's  good  for  their  unit 
first)  (53.1%) 

b.  basically  self-centered',  (ie.  consider  themselves  first  in 
decisions)  (10.5%) 

c.  basically  career-centered  . (ie.  consider  what's  good  for 
advancement  first)  (35.7% ) 


10.  The  professional  competence  of  my  peers  is: 

a.  Very  Poor  (0%) 

b.  Poor  (0% ) 

*  c.  Good  (69.2%) 

d.  Very  good  (30.8% ) 


11.  My  peers: 

a.  care  about  soldiers  first.  (7.7% ) 

b.  care  about  their  careers  first.  (10.5%) 

c.  care  about  what  the  boss'  wants  first.  (11.9%) 
*  d.  try  to  balance  all  things  equally.  (64.3% ) 

e.  do  what  is  ethically  correct  first.  (5.6% ) 


12.  The  professional  competence  of  junior  officers  is: 

a.  very  poor  (.7%) 

b.  poor  (3.5%) 

*  c.  good  (72% ) 

d.  very  good  (23.8% ) 

13.  Junior  officers  (Captain  and  below): 

a.  care  about  soldiers  first.  (8.4% ) 

b.  care  about  their  careers  first.  (9.8% ) 

c.  care  about  what  the  boss'  wants  first.  (27.3%) 

*  d.  try  to  balance  all  things  equally.  (48.3% ) 

e.  do  what  is  ethically  correct  first.  (4.2%) 
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14.  General  Officers  by  and  large: 

a.  lead  by  example.  ( 17.5% ) 

b.  lead  by  delegating  responsibility.  (21.0%) 

c.  lead  by  micro-management.  ( 13.3% ) 

d.  employ  the  “do  as  I  say,  not  what  I  do  model.  (7.7%) 
*  e.  manage  instead  of  lead.  (36.4% ) 


’True  False  15.  The  current  service  philosophy  of  UP  or  OUT  is  a 
(52.4%)(47.6%)  good  one. 

’True  False  16.  Officers  who  suck  up'  to  the  boss  do  better  than  those 
(53.1%  )(46.9% )  that  speak  their  mind. 

’True  False  17.  Leadership  has  improved  in  the  Services  since  the 
(93.0%)(6.3%)  Vietnam  era. 

’True  False  18.  Too  many  leaders  try  to  manage  their  commands 
(62.9%  )(35.7% )  as  opposed  to  leading  them. 

’True  False  19.  Todays  leaders  are  the  best  I  have  seen  in  my  career. 
(77.6%)(21.7%) 

True  *  False  20.  Officers  care  more  about  the  next  assignment 
(21.0%  )(77.6% )  than  the  present  one. 

True  *  False  21.  My  peers  publish  few  articles  in  branch  publications 
(22.4%  )(76.2% )  because  they  fear  criticism  from  their  bosses/peers. 

True  *  False  22.  Who  you  know  is  more  important  than  what  you 
(46.2%  )(53.8% )  know. 

’True  False  23.  If  I  had  it  to  do  all  over  again,  1  would  still  join  the 
(94.4%)(5.6%)  armed  forces. 

*  True  False  24.  I  trusted  my  last  Boss. 

(76.2%)(23.8%) 

’True  False  25.  My  last  Boss  had  real  integrity. 

(78.3%)(21.7%) 

*  True  False  26.  My  Junior  Officers  would  say  that  I  have  integrity. 
(100%) 

True  *  False  27.  I  inflated  my  ratings  on  OERs  because  I  felt  I  had  to 
(45.5%)(54.5%)  protect  the  careers  of  my  junior  officers  from  the  UP 
OUT  policy. 

*  True  False  28.  I  trust  the  system'. 

(67.1%)(32.9%) 

*  True  False  29.  I  trust  my  peers. 

(90.2%  )(9.8% ) 

*  True  False  30.  The  leadership  in  the  armed  services  is  better  than 
(87.4% )( 1 1 .9% )  other  professions. 

*  True  False  31.  Ticket-punching  exists  in  todays  armed  forces. 

(97.9% )( 1.4%) 
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’True  False  32.  My  raters  have  been  good  listeners'.  I  felt  my 
(74.8%)(24.5%)  advice  was  really  appreciated. 

"True  False  33,  The  current  OER  measures  efficiency  better  than 
(62.9%)(36,4%)  proficiency. 

"True  False  34.  It  is  better  for  one's  career  to  command  a  TOE  unit 
(89.5% )( 10.5%)  than  a  TDA  unit. 

"True  False  35.  The  'rewards'  system  (ie.  promotions,  awards  etc)  focuses 
(60.8%  )(39.2% )  on  the  accomplishment  of  short  term,  measurable,  6c  often 

trivial  tasks  6c  neglects  the  development  of  ethical  standards 
and  real  proficiency. 

True  *  False  36.  I  have  seen  peers/seniors  distort  reports  because 
(44.8% )(55.2% )  of  selfish  ambition. 

"True  False  37,  The  OER  should  be  changed  to  force  the  rater  to  better 
(51.7%  )(48.3% )  evaluate  the  technical  and  tactical  proficiency  of  the  rated 
officer. 

True  *  False  38.  The  OER  would  be  a  more  reliable  instrument  if  peer 
(30.1%  )(69.9% )  ratings  were  added  to  the  system. 

True  "False  39.  All  Officers  not  selected  for  promotion  to  major  and/or 
(46.9%  )(53.1% )  Lieutenant  Colonel  should  be  automatically  contirued  on 
active  duty  until  twenty  years  service  is  obtained  unless 
the  raters  have  stated  clearly  that  the  officer  should  be 
eliminated. 


YOUR  OPINION  PLEASE: 


40.  The  1970  War  College  Study  on  Military  Professionalism  recommended  that 
before  an  officer  got  promoted  to  general  rank  that  the  Primary  Zone  list  be  sent  to  the 
current  War  College  Class  for  comment.  Each  officer  in  the  current  class  would 
comment  anonymously  on  those  officers  he/she  personally  knew  and  worked  with  in  an 
assignment.  Comments  would  be  limited  to  five  possible  short  responses  such  as  "I 
know  this  colonel  and  would  concur  in  his  selection"  or  "I  know  this  colonel  and  he 
should  never  be  promoted  to  general."  This  idea  should  be  reconsidered? 

a.  YES  (42.7%) 

*  b.  NO  (57.3%) 


Additional  comments  can  be  added  to  the  back  if  desired. 

(see  back-up  printout  attached....Percentages  that  don't  add  to  100%  are 
caused  by  questions  left  unanswered  by  some  taking  the  survey) 
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Survey-Comments 


1.  Ref  Question  40  -"  Absolutely  absurd!  What  are  they  going  to  do, 
reconvene  the  board  based  on  the  AWC  anonymous  statistical  sample? 
Current  board  system  is  fairest  method  yet  devised,  leave  it  be.11 

2. "  Strongly  recommend  peer  ratings." 

3.  Ref  Question  39  -"  not  automatically,  but  there  are  some  that  are 
great  captains  and  would  be  willing  to  stay  captains  as  long  as  they  got 
adequate  pay  raises.  The  up  or  out  system  is  a  bad  way  of  doing  business." 

4.  Ref  Question  40  -"  possibly  to  all  General  Officers  but  not  to  the 
AWC  Class." 

5. "  My  major  concern  is  that  the  current  system  is  too  forgiving  for 
0-5  7  0-6  commanders.  If  their  units  are  not  tactically  proficient  and 
capable  of  operating  successfully  in  a  decentralized  environment  (ie 
without  the  commander  directing  everything),  they  should  be  notified 
they  are  on  probation  and  removed  if  things  do  not  get  better.  Soldiers 
and  young  officers  should  not  have  to  live  with  incompetent  or  self- 
serving  leadership." 

6. "  Majors  and  LTC  s  are  basically  selfless  because  of  their  location, 
Col  and  above,  questionable." 

7  "Young  officers  care  about  what  we  tell  them  to  care  about  b; 
actions  and  words." 

8.  "Officers  should  have  a  yearly  proficiency  test." 

9.  "Thought  provoking  survey!" 

10.  Ref  Question  40  -  "peet  or  rated  officer  comments  would  suffice." 

1 1 . "  Senior  raters  who  do  not  observe  the  people  they  senior  rate  nor 
counsel  them  during  their  rating  period  are  doing  a  great  disservice  to  the 
raters  and  to  the  army." 

12.  "I  find  in  general  that  the  majority  of  officers  06  through  MG 
have  been  poor  role  models.  They  have  been  self  centered  and  career 
oriented  with  only  marginal  concern  for  subordinate  development.  The 
exceptions  to  this  are  many  and  well  regarded,  but  they  are  exceptions.” 
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13.  Ref  Question  37  and  add  something  quick  and  dirty  for  boards 
to  look  at  like  the  senior  rater  block." 

14.  Subordinate  ratings  would  give  selection  boards  an  additional 
perspective.  The  ratings  would  have  to  be  totally  anonymous  and  they 
should  be  accomplished  after  the  rater  has  left.” 

15.  Ref  question  6  -  "The  board  system  does  not  and  cannot  use 
what  s  written  because  of  time." 

16.  "Rather  than  finding  fault  with  the  current  system  -  why  don't 
you  come  up  with  a  better  one?" 

17.  Ref  question  40  -"  It's  an  intriguing  idea  -  some  boundaries  would 
be  needed  and  a  no-go  should  be  justified." 

18.  Ref  question  40  -  "This  is  the  dumbest  idea  since  the  Davy 
Crockett." 

19.  Ref  question  3 1  -  "Joint  specialty  is  (an)  example. 

20.  "Peer  ratings  should  never  be  used." 

21.  Poor  survey  -  most  questions  cannot  be  answered  w  ith  a  straight 
yes/ no,  true  false  response.  It  is  much  more  complex  than  that.” 

22. "  Peer  ratings  should  be  pursued  in  command  positions  by  peer 
commanders.  You  can  fool  some  of  the  people  all  the  time  -  bui  not  all  the 
people  all  the  time." 

23.  "Interesting  survey  -  made  me  think.  -  and  look  at  myselt  " 

24.  "The  Army  would  be  better  served  if  we  could  eliminate  ;ome  of 
the  politics  of  assigning  junior  officers  and  majors.  Too  many  good  junior 
officers  are  not  given  a  chance  at  the  good"  jobs,  and  thus  are  non¬ 
competitive  for  good  field  grade  jobs  later.  In  the  past  five  years  I've  ;een 
too  many  spoiled  junior  officer  West  Pointers  with  bad  attitudes  in  good 
TOE  jobs.  By  contrast,  a  significant  number  of  good  junior  officer 
(non-WP)  have  not  been  given  a  shot  in  the  TOE  army. 

25.  "I  don't  have  any  heartburn  with  those  who  are  selected  for  07, 
for  by  and  large,  the  selection  process  works  well  at  that  level.  However, 
the  biggest  problem  in  the  officer  promotion  system  is  with  06  "s  who  are 
allowed  to  hang  around  with  no  place  to  go  or  contribution  to  make  and  in 
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the  process  become  bitter  at  the  system'  for  not  recognizing  their  need  to 
be  a  general  officer.  In  the  meantime,  they  focus  their  bitterness  on  those 
behind  them,  view  them  as  a  threat,  and  allow  their  resentment  to 
manifest  in  many  ways  that  are  very  unprofessional  and  harmful  to  their 
subordinates." 
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APPENDIX  II 


Data  Program-  Leadership/Management  Questionnaire 

Leadership/Management  Questionnaire 
Military  Study  Project 
US  Army  War  College 
Carlisle  Barracks 
1988-1989 
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iL-J  a  4 

73.4 

CBT  3ER  SPT 

3 

38 

26.6 

26.6 

100. 0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 
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Valid  Cases  143 

Mi ssi ng  Cases  0 
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-ELDERSHIP  SURVEY 
_DRS  TODAY  VS  YSTRDY 


Value  Label 


Valid  Cum  : 

Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percen 


WORSE 

o 

6 

4.2 

4.2 

SAME 

3 

12 

8.4 

8.4 

BETTER 

4 

SO 

-  55.9 

55.  =5 

MUCH  BETTER 

5 

45 

31.5 

31.5 

TOTAL 

1 43 

100.0 

100.0 

tMean 

4.  147 

3td  Dev 

.741 

Minimum 

Max 1  mum 

5 . 000 

Valid  Cases 

143 

Missing  Cases 

0 

So . 

100.  0 


ooo 


04  ETHICAL  PEERS 

Valid 

Cum 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

BAD 

2 

3 

2. 1 

2. 1 

2.  1 

NEITHER 

3 

12 

8.4 

8.4 

10.5 

SOOD 

4 

98 

68. 5 

68.  5 

79.0 

VERY  GOOD 

5 

30 

21.0 

21.0 

100.0 

„  TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100.0 

Mean  4.084 

Std  Dev 

.611 

Minimum 

2.  000 

Maximum  5.000 

Valid  Cases  143 

Missing  Cases  0 

Cl  0  M 


LEADERSHIP  SURVEY 


Pace  4 


LDR  VS  MSMT 


:  ■-  -  *■  j”- 


Val  id  Cum  vL } 


Value  Label 

Val  ue 

frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

LEAD  IS  MGE 

4 

A 

12 

8.4 

8.  4 

8.4 

MGE  IS  LEAD 

2 

94 

65.7 

65.7 

74.  1 

LEAD  MGE  SEP 

•*r 

o 

37 

25.9 

25,9 

100.0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.  0 

100.0 

Mean  2.175 

Std  Dev 

.561 

Mi ni mum 

1 . 000 

Maximum  3.000 


Valid  Cases  143 


Missing  Cases  0 


Q6  CURRENT  OER 


Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cum 

Percent 

VERY  BADLY 

1 

2 

1.4 

1.4 

1.4 

BADLY 

2 

18 

12.6 

12.6 

14.0 

NEITHER 

3 

36 

25.2 

25.2 

39,2 

GOOD 

4 

82 

57.3 

57.3 

96.5 

VERY  GOOD 

5 

5 

3. 5 

3.5 

100.0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100,0 

Mean 

Maximum 

3.490 

5.000 

Std  Dev 

« 812 

Minimum 

1 . 000 

Valid  Cases 

143 

Missing  Cases 

0 
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°s.jS  5  ^SADERSHI-'  SURVEY 
37  CER  RATER 


Val  ue 

abel 

Vai  ue 

Frequency 

Percent 

Val  id 
Percent 

Cum 

Percen' 

STRONGLY 

DISASREE 

1 

S 

5.  6 

5.6 

5.6 

D I SAGREE 

r~f 

23 

16.  1 

16.  1 

^  1  *7 

NEUTRAL 

7 

15 

10.5 

,  10.5 

«  i. 

AGREE 

4 

39 

62.2 

62.  2 

94.4 

STRONGLY 

AGREE 

5 

8 

5.6 

5.6 

100.0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

1 00 . 0 

Mean 

3.462 

Std  Dev 

1.012 

Minimum 

1 . 000 

Max i mum  5 . 000 


Value  Label  Value 

STRONGLY  DISASREE  1 

DISAGREE  2 

NEUTRAL  3 

AGREE  4 

STRONGLY  AGREE  .  5 

• 

TOTAL 

Mean  3.838  Std  Dev 

Max i mum  5 . 000 


Valid  Cum 

Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 


5 

3.5 

3.5 

3.5 

13 

9. 1 

9.2 

12.7 

9 

6.3 

6.3 

19,0 

*  88 

61.5 

62.0 

81.0 

27 

18.9 

19.0 

100.0 

4 

4. 

.7 

MISSING 

143 

100.  0 

100.0 

.958 

Minimum 

1 . 000 

Valid  Cases 


142 


Missing  Cases 


1 
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Val  i  d 

Cum  - 

Value  LaceL 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percerv 

SEL-LSSS 

1 

76 

7*3  a  1 

53.5 

53  a  5 

SELF  CENTERED 

n 

15 

Cl  0.5 

10.  6 

64.1 

CAREER  CENTERED 

3 

51 

35.7 

35.9 

1 OU .  0 

a 

1 

.7 

MISSING 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100. 0 

Mean  1.324  Std  Dev  .932  Minimum  1.000 

M  ax i mum  3 . 0 0 0 


Valid  Cases  142  Missing  Cases  1 


Q10  PRCF  COMPETENCE 


Valid 

Cum 

Value  Label 

Val  ue 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

GOOD 

3 

99 

69,2 

69.2 

69,2 

VERY  GOOD 

4 

44 

30. S 

30.8 

100.0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100,0 

Mean 

3  a  ■-’08 

Stjd  Dev 

.463 
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3.000  - 

Max i mum 

4.000 

.  % 

Valid  Cases 

143 

Missing  Cases  0 
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J. 

11 
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7.7 
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15 
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10.5 
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WHAT  BOSS  a'ANTS 

3 

17 

11.9 

11.9 

30.  1 

BALANCE 

4 

92 

64.3 

64.3 

94.4 

ETHICALLY  CORRECT 

5 

O 

w 

5.  6 

5.6 

100.0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

1 00 . 0 

Mean  3.497 

Std  Dev 

1 . 020 

Mini  mum 

1 . 000 

MSK  X  i7‘ UiT:  5 «  00(. 


Valid  Cases  143  Missing  Cases  0 


Cl 2  PRO  CCMP  JR  OFF 


Valid 

Cum 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

VERY  POOR 

1 

1 

.7 

.7 

.7 

POOR 

2 

s 

3.5 

3.  5 

4.2 

GOOD 

3 

103 

72.0 

72.0 

76.2 

VERY  GOOD 

4 

34 

23.8 

23.8 

100.0 

’  TOTAL 

143 

100,0 

100.0 

Mean  3. 189 

Std  Dev 

.517 

Minimum 

1 . 000 

Max i mum  4 . 000 

Valid  Cases 


143 


Missing  Cases 
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Valid 

W LlfH  -  "*■» -2 '=■  - 

• 

value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent  •• 

-  .  . 

SOLDIERS  -IRST 

1 

12 

3,4 

8.3 

8,8 

* 

CAREERS  c I RST 

t*y 

14 

9.3 

10.2 

19.0 

WHAT  BOSS  WANTS 

3 

39 

27,3 

28.5 

47.4 

BALANCE 

4 

69 

43  •  3 

50.4 

97.8 

ETHICALLY  CORRECT 

cr 

• 

TOTAL 

& 

143 

2.  1 
4.2 

100,0 

2.2 

MISSING 

100.0 

100.  0 

Mean  3,270 

Maximum  5.000 

3td  Dev 

.989 

Minimum 

1 . 000 

Valid  Cases 

137 

Missing  Cases 

6 

314  GO 

LEAD  STYLE 

- 

-  -  - 

Valid 

Cum 

Value  Label 

Value  Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

•  - 

BY  EXAMPLE 

1 

25 

17.5 

18.2 

18.2 

' 

DELEGATE 

*“> 

Am 

30 

21.0 

21.9 

40.1 

.  > 

MICRO  MANAGE 

3 

’  19 

13.3 

13.9 

54.0 

DO  AS  I  SAY 

4 

11 

7.7 

8.0 

62.0 

manage  VICE  LEAD 

5 

52 

36.4 

38.0 

100.0  -  - 

s 

6 

4.2 

MISSING 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100.0 

9 

Mean 

3.255 

Std  Dev 

1.581 

Minimum 

1 . 000 

Max i mum 

5 . 000 

* 

Val id  Cases 

137 

Missing  Cases 

6 

-  -- 

i- age 
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■o  n 


R  OLC 


li/2/1 


Valid  Cum; 


Value  Label 

Val  ne 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

TRUE 

1 

75 

52.4 

ei'-i  a 

W4L  *  1 

52.4 

FALSE 

2 

68 

47.6 

47.  6 

100.  0 

TCTAl 

143 

100.0 

1 00 . 0 

Mean  1.476 

St,d  Dev 

.  501 

Mi  m  mum 

1 . 000 

Maximum  2.000 


Valid  Cases 


143 


Missing  Cases 


31 6  SUCK  UP  TO  BOSS 


Val  id 

Cum 

Value  Label 

Val  ue 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

TRUE 

1 

76 

53. 1 

53*  i 

53.  1 

FALSE 

2 

67 

46.9 

46.9 

100.0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100.0 

Mean 

1.469 

Std  Dev 

.501 

Mini  mum 

1 . 000 

Maximum 

2.000 

Valid  Cases 

143 

Missing  i 

Cases  0 

317  LEADERSHIP  IMPROVED 


Valid 

Cum 

Value  Label 

Value  Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

TRUE 

J. 

133 

93.0 

93.7 

93.7 

FALSE 

2 

9 

6.3 

6.3 

100.0 

• 

1 

.7 

MISSINS 

-  . 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100.0 

Mean 

1 . 063 

• 

Std  Dev 

.245 
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1 . 000 
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2. 000 

- 

:  VaiiTi^Cases^  

142  tV. 

Missing  Cases 

% 

53 

319  TODAYS  LDRS  BEST 


Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cum 

Percent 

“  .  ..  i 
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1 
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77.6 

78.2 

78.2 

- 

FALSE 

r-> 

4m 

31 

21.7 

21.8 

100.0 

4 

1 

.7 

MISSING 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100.  0 

Mean  1.218 

Std  Dev 

.415 
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1.000 

Maximum  2.000 

Valid  Cases  142  Missinci  Cases  1 


320  NEXT  ASSIGNMENT 


Value  Label 

TRUE 

FALSI 


Mean  *  1.7S7 

Maximum  2.000 


Valid  Cum 

Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 

1 

2 


TOTAL 

Std  Dev  •  .411  Minimum  1 . 000 


30 

21,0 

21,3 

21.3 
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77.6 

78.7 

100.0 

2 

1.4 

MISSING 

143 
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100.0 
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1 
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22.4 
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o 
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MISSING 

TOTAL 

143 

1 00 . 0 

100.0 
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Std  Dev 
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1 

66 

46.2 
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77 
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TOTAL 

143 
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100,0 

Mean 

1.538 

Std  Dev 

.  500 

Minimum 

Max i mum 
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Valid  Cases 

143 

Missing  C 

ases  0 
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Valid 


Value  Label 

Value 
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Percent 

Percent 

TRUE  „ 

1 

135 

94.4 

94.4 

FALSE 

2 

S 

5.6 

5.6 

::  _ 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100.0 

Mean  '  .  -  1 . 056  Std  Dev 

Max i mum  2.000 


.231 


Percent 

79  ~r 
100.0 


1 . 000 


Cum 

Percent 

46.2 

100.0 


1 . 000 


Cum 

Percent 

94.4 

100.0 


1.000 


Minimum 
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- 

Val  id 

Cum 

Val  ue 

Label 
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Frequency 
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TRUE 

1 
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76.2 

76.2 

CAL5E 

■n 

4> 

34 
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TOTAL 

143 
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100.0 

Mean 
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335  143 

Missing  C 

ases  0 

V_!*  J 

i  vi.  /  .4.  t  -*■ 
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. 

- 

Valid 

Cum 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 
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TRUE 

1 

112 

78.3 

78.3 
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2 

31 

21.7 

21.7 
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TOTAL 

143 
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100.0 

- 

Mean 
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Std  Dev 

.414 
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2 . 000 

Valid  Cases 

143 

Missing  Gases  0 
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1 
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-  . 

Valid 
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1 

143 
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100.0 
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TOTAL 

143  " 
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- 

Mean  : 
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o.o 
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1,000 
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. 

Valid  Cases 

143  ’  \ 
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> 

- 
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Value  -abel 

Val  ae 

Freauency 

Percent 

Val  i  d 
Percent 

Cum 

Percent 

TRUE 

1 

65 

45.5 

45.5 

43*  5 

-ALSE 

jU 

78 

vj  4  ■  5 

54.5 

1 00 . 0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

1 00 . 0 

Mean  1 , 5A5 

Std  Dev 

.  500 

Minimum 

1 . 000 

Max i mum  *  2 . 000 


Valid  Cases  143 


Missing  Cases  0 
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Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cum 

Percent 

TRUE 

1 

96 

67.  1 

67. 1 

67.  1 

FALSE 

*•4 

Am 

47 

32.9 

32.9 

100.0 

TOTAL 

143 

100.0 

100.0 

Mean  1 . 329 

Std  Dev 

.471 
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1 . 000 

Maximum  2. COO 
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Percent 
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Percent 

Cum 
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r> 

Am 
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14 
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90.2 

9.8 
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TOTAL 

143 
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100.0 

Mean 

Max i mum 

1 . 098 
2.000 

Std  Dev 

.298 
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1 . 000 

Valid  Cases 
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Missing  Cases 


0 
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Cum  . 
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• 
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.7 
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TOTAL 
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100.0 
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• 
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1.  12u 
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1 
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1.4 
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100.0 

■ 

1 

.7 
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Max i mum 
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♦ 
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1 
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1 

.7 
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TOTAL 
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Std  Dev 

.432 

Minimum 
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•« 

X 
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cr#-, 
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a 
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034  "QE 
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Value  Label 
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Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 
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89.5 
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15 

143 
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10.5 

100.0 
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1.  105 
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Std  Dev 

.307 
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1 . 000 
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100.0 
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1 . 000 
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1 . 000 

Maximum  2.000 

Valid  Cases  143  Missing  Cases  0 


Q37  QER  CHANGE 


Value  Label 
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Valid 

Percent 
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1 
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Std  Dev 


43 

30.  1 
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69.9 
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100. 0 
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1.000 

Missing  Cases 
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67 

76 
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Val  i  d 
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YES 

4 

A 

61 

42.7 

42.7 

42.7 

NO 

X» 

82 

57.3 

57.3 

100.0 

nrOTAL 

143 
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Std  Dev 

.496 

Mi  n 

i  mum 
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Max  i  mum  2 . 000 


Valid  Cases 
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Missing  Cases 
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I 
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t 
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i 
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26.6 

1 

1 

» 
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i 

29.6 

1 

1 

16.7 

j 

j 
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1 
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1 

1 

3.5 

i 

i 
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-+ 
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•K 
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30 
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6.80004  6  .3397  .692  5  OF  12  <  41,7%) 

Number  of  Missing  Observations  =  0 
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7.0 

12 

94 

37 

8.4 

65.7 

25.9 

Signi-f 

i canoe 
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38 
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Cells  with  E. F. <  5 
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!  6.9  : 

50.3 

!  72.7 

1  46.7 

!  47.1  ’ 

47.8 

!  62.5  ! 

!  5.6 

i  4.9 
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1  2.6 

!  15.8  I 

15.8 

t 

» 

65. 8  1 

1  26. 6 

1  9. 1 

1  40.0  ! 
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